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based on recommendations from previous studies exagnine theProficiency and

Conductprocess with consideratidor thecultural dynamics within th&larine Corps

Based on my analysisly recommendations for this study inclutie following

1 updating theMarine Corpsindividual RecordsAdministration Manual
(IRAM)

1 redesigningheProficiency and Condusystem to one graphic rating scale

1 adapting elements of the Marine Colfitness Reporto the Proficiency

and Conducsystem

1 removing theProficiency and Condusystem and implementing a system

similar to Adobé Checkin system

1 removing theProficiency and Conducsystem and implementing the

Marine Corpdeadershiplevelopmenprogram

A. STUDY MOTIVATION

Theinitial goal of this studywas to examin¢he effectiveness of th@roficiency
and Conducimarkings. The research waenducted by Dr. Chadlv. Seagren (Naval
Postgraduate School), Dr. MarigeeBacolod (Naval Postgraduate Schoahd Richard
Larger (Lhited States Marine CorpsTheir sudy explored models thatcluded big data
and regression analysis on a wide varidtyasiables effecting the curreRtoficiency and
Conductsystem Yet, the research didot addressvery facet of performance evaluation
to include future performance orientation. My motivation tfus studywasto pick up
wheretheir study left off. Theobjective is taecommend improvements tiee Proficiency
and Conducsystem

B. HYPOTHESIS BASED ON RESEARCH QUESTIONS

My research combines a comparative analysis of the junior enlisted performance
evaluation system of the Marine Corps with the publitistrial company Adobe Systems

Incorporated@ performance evaluation system. Additionally, | use existing literature and
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cultural artifacts to drive my hypothesis, analysis, and final recommendations. My

hypothesis follows.

(2) Does theMarine CorpdNeed aNew PerformanceEvaluationSystem for
Its Junior Enlisted?

Hypothesis 1.The Marine Corps does need a new performance evaluation system
due to a changing administrative environment, changing mission requisgraadta

conflicting understanding of the iméded usage of theroficiency and Condualystem

Answer 1. Based on this working hypothesisy mesults concludéhat the Marine
Corps does noteed a new performance evaluation system but could benefit from a new

performance development system.

(2)  WhatType ofPerformanceEvaluationSystemsCould Be Implemented
Effectively for the E1 to E4roup in the Marine Corps?

Hypothesis 2.A performancalevelopment systesimilar to that of the software
company Adobe Systems Incorporatemnbinedwith current Marine Corps performance

evaluation features woukliksimilate #ectively into the Marine Corps culture.

Answer 2. Based on this working hypothesis, my results conclude that the Marine
Corpscould benefit from the Adobe Systems .i@heckIin perfomance development
toolkit if the Marine Corps intends to transform their performance management tool into

an artifact that capturesirrentperformance as well as develops future performance.

(3) WhatAreas inPerformanceMlanagemenCan the Marine CorpBocuson
for FosteringFuturePerformance?

Hypothesis 3 Artifact changes to thBroficiency and Conduesystemthat include
a new rating format is an area the Marine Corps can focus on based on existing research.
Other areas thabuldbenefit performancmanagement are new training requirements and
the combmnation of a performance developmemslystemwith an existingperformance

evaluation.



Answer 3. If the Marine Corps intends to foster future performance, artifact
changeswith respect to performance démement must be madéce small changes to

performance management tools such a$’tbéciency andConduct system.

C. HISTORY OF PERFORMANCE EVALUATI ON

Historically, performance evaluatiowas not animportant considerationfor
organizational personnel magementuntil the late twentieth centurfredrick Winslow
Taylor used theory to relate the fundamental purpose of business personnel management
saying fiDevelop each individual man to his highest state of efficiency and prosperity
(Fisher & Sirianni, 198, p. 50). Additionally, the father of modern resource management,
George Elton Mayo, used his X®Hawthorne studies to conclude that workers are more
productive in an environment in which they are treated better and managed more
effectively (Sonnenfield1985).Following the 19Ps, performance management began to
take a role in many organizations as a way of benefiting the overall organization. The result

wasperformance rating documents that reeatand assigtdin managing that process.

By 1950, the U.S. government had adopted many typesrédrmance evaluatien
within the performance management system in hopes to besefitn organizations and
established the Performance Rating Act of 1950 (Staats, 1978). The Performance Rating
Act of 1950later translatedhto aperformance evaluatiaequirement for Department of
Defense systems and employeasich influencedthe culture of the Department of
Defense to continuously measure their emplodpegormance through various appraisal

methods.

D. SUMMARY OF THE LITER ATURE

Extant studies show that tHeroficiency and Condugberformance evaluation
system is effective for its intended purposepromotion (Larger, 2017) In contrast
literaturealso suggest that theMarine Corpscould benefitfrom redirectng the current
systemof numerically evaluatinga Marindgs current performancéo a performance

development toalsedo influene employeduture performancéCappelli & Tavis, 2016).



In this chapter| outline five studies that involve thilarine Corp#é performance
evaluation systems that incluBeoficiency and Conducbnceps. The fivestudies include
Wards 1970 comparative analystf the Marine CorpsFitness Reporand General
Electrics performance management systéviayberryds 1986 study on theeffects of
Proficiency and Conducharks Largers 2017 quantitative study on theffectivenes®of
Proficiency and Conduceharks Cole®s 2014study onpromotionsaffected byProficiency
and Conductmarks, and ClemensMalone Phillips and Leé 2012 study on officer
performance evaluations. Each study contributes to my researchsgsplement but

addresses different research questions.

(1) A Comparative Analysibetween théarine Corpg-itness Reporand
GEGs Performance Evaluation System

Ward (1970)conductech comparative analysis tife Marine Corpg-itness Report
with the industrial giant G& performancesvaluationsystem(Ward, 1970) The study
compared some of the more important attributes of performance evaluation at that time in
industryand used GE as a standard for excellence in the area. Ward concluded that the
overall Fitness Reporsystems would benefit frosome ofGEG methodssuch as adding
features that increased feedbandallowing the officer being rated to be part oétrating
process. Additionally,Ward adapted the GE performance evaluation method of
Managemenby Objectives (MBO) to th&ithess Reporto apply goal setting procedures
and concluded that managerial leadership could be applied through a combination of
cultural and artifact changes. Some of toédyarine Corpg-itness Reporlementssuch
as the MBO themed portion of tRéness Repoytwere first introduced ihis studynearly

40years ago.

(2) Incremental Effects betwedtroficiency and Condudtlarks

Maybeary (1986)studied the differences in Marine performandes 1986study
delineated performance between each Marine based on their indiRichigiency and
Conductmarks andherelation tohis or hemproductivity given a specifi®roficiency and
Conductscore.Mayberryés research compiled literature on labor economics and related it
to the productivity of first term enlisted Marmia three different job fieldddis study used
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handson skills performance metrics to measure productivity of Marines amghare@d
those measurements to Marines infifia and 9%h percentilesHe explains thathefifth
percentile Marine was considered a poor Marine and tlle @&centile Marine was
considered an excellent Marine, based on tPficiency and Condustores. The overall

study showed that Marines in thet®Hercentile were on average more productive.

Mayberrys study validates the theory that performance, as defined by higher
productivity, is directly related to th€roficiency and Conduciark. This research
supplements my research for understanding the relationship between perfoamdthees
Proficiency and Conduatnarking. However, it differs from my research because
researchexaminesways that could make thBroficiency and Conductystem more

effective based on existing performance management literature.

(3)  ThekEffectivenesf Officer Performance Evwaations (Clemens et al.
2012)

In 2012, a study was directed by theector of the Manpower Management
division to address the origihetent of theFithess Repoffior Marine Corpsofficers. The
study concluded that there is some level of inflation in the system, but the overall system
and its 14 dimensions for performance evaluation were effective (Clesh@hs2012).
However, the sidy addressed a need for rater training and that there may be some bias in

the underlying culture that affects the total performance evaluation system.

(4) First Term Marines and th&dditional Systems foPerformance
Management

Cole (2014)studiedthe systens associated with thetention of junior enlisted
Marines. Her study did not directly studlye Proficiency and Condudystem but the
system influencedital elements of heanalysis(Cole, 2014) Her 2014 study included
detailed regression analysis on quality associated with timing -ehli®ment. She
concluded that th@roficiency and Conducharkings did not have an effect on retention
of the best Marines after they were included into another systésd tdadficomputed tier
systend (Cole,2014 p. 17). Cole concluded thahe reason for this was that after a Marine

was separated into the tier system, his marks were relatively the same as everyone in his
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tier, thus reducing the effect Broficiency andConductmarks for any Marine outside of
the top tier ih athreetier system)Ultimately, she explairdthatthe computed tier system
gave the best Marines the first pick for retention andniestment which simply added
another layer to managing therfemance of Marines outside of tli&roficiency and

Conductmarkingscores.

(5) Proficiency and Condudéiffectiveness

Larger (2017)studied the effectiveness ®he Proficiency and Condudystem
through a quantitative lens. Larger used factor analysisegmdssion analysis to examine
the effect that th€roficiency and Condudystemwas having on the overall promotion
process (Larger, 2017). His study concluded thaPtioéiciency and Condusystemwas
the largest contributor to a Marigelikelihood fo promotion.Largeralsoconcluded that
Proficiency and Condudcores are highly correlated with each other, which means that
either the Proficiency rating scale or the Conduct rating scale could be removed and the
Marine Corps could continue to measure a M@smperformance effectively with a single
graphic ratingscale. Finally he discovexd someinflation in averageProficiency and

Conductevaluationdor a subset 02016junior enlistedMarines.

E. EFFECTIVE PERFORMANCE EVALUATI ONS

Boice and Kleinef1997)reporedthat forperformance evaluati@to beeffective
fithey require the support of top management to show their commitment and to translate
organizational goals and objectives into persordlizmployee specific objectivieép.
197). This statement offers a clear definition of performance evaluation tisetfbu this
research.

Performance managemeistdefinedas

an ongoing process of communication between a supervisor and an

employee that occurs throughout the year, in support of accomplishing the

strategic objectives of the organization. The commuminagprocess

includes clarifying expectations, setting objectives, identifying goals,

providing feedback, and reviewing resui8 Per f or manc e Management
2018



There are multiple performance evaluatien that are effective for performance
management. Most of those systems have been employed in the private sector, but
fundamentally they would apply anywhere with people as the backbone of the organization.
My research examines tiMarine CorpdProficiency and Condusystemas gperformance

evaluationmethod that iffiences performance management.

(1)  Types ofPerformanceEvaluatiors

Performancecan be examinedhrough traits, behaviors, comparisons between
employees, and resul{&niversity of Minnesota2016. Many organizationssuch as
University of Minnesota Libraries Publishing its bookHuman Resource Management
(2016, combinethesemethodf determining performance into nine tyueé performance
evaluatiors. | outline the nine different types operformance evaluatigifrom Human
ResourceManagemen{University of Minnesota2019 for the scope of my researchhe
nine performance evaluatignare definedas the graphic rating scalessay method,
checklist scale, critical incidents, work standaagproach, ranking method, Management
by Objective (MBO), the Behaviorally Anchoreafihg Scale (BARS), and the 36@gree

appraisal

Graphic rating scale method. The continuous graphic rating scaleaisool that
uses descriptorsf @ood and bad perforamce and translag¢hem into a numerical scale
(MacDonald & Sulsky2009. In the case of thielarine Corpsthe scale starts at O for bad
performanceand continues t6 for top performance. This system is behaviorally based.
is also similar to aBehaviorally Anchored Rating Scale, or BAR8Jniversity of
Minnesota 2019.

The essay method.The essay method for rating performance includes a
supervisofs evaluation of a subordinate by the supervisor providing information about a
subordinaté past prformance with relation to good, bad, or both types of feedback
(University of Minnesota2016. Human Resource Managememites that the essay
methodis trait-based or behavioral and is subjective across raters as it is subjective

description of an empl@&s performancéUniversity of Minnesota2016)



The checklist scalemethod. The checklist scale method of appraisal aims to
reduce subjectivity. The system includes a series of yes or no questions that describe a
subordinaté actions(University of Minnesota 201§. Human Resource Management
concludes thathis methodis often combined with other methods of appraisal to further

reduce subjectivity and increase the likelihood for future effected performance.

The critical incident method. Human Resowe Managementeports that te
critical incident method is characterized by a manager recouitigal incidents or
situations of a subordina@iebehavior that are important to the organizationirTdréical
incidents method can be used for positiv&egative incidents but tends to become only

about negative incidents/niversity of Minnesota2016)

The work standards method.Human Resource Managemeaincludes that the
work standards approach is a resfitsused metric fomeasuring productivityf an
employee based on established standards by an organiZdteynmention that wst of
the time, this type of appraisal uses goals for employees to meet such as a certain amount

of sales to meet in a given amount of tifmiversity of Minnesota2016)

The ranking method. The ranking method of appraisal is a compariswthod
for appraisal in whicla manager measures employees based on perceived value and ranks
them from highest performer to lowest in relation to each dtheiversity of Minnesota
2016)

Management by ObjectivesManagement byDbjectiveuses the work standards
approach as outlimepreviouslybut adds communication between the manager and the
subordinate over established goals for the organiz@tioiversity of Minnesota2016)

Human Resource Managementtes thathere is an added element of feedback after the
goal period that allows the subordinate to address future performance based on the results

of current performance given by the manager.

The Behaviorally Anchored Rating Sysem. The BARS use performance
measures of an organizatiotygdically descriptors that deviate above or below average
score$ and then implements a critical incident scale combined with a graphic rating scale

(University of Minnesota2016) Human Resourc&anagementeports thatachscale
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typically includes narrative information about an employee such as how well that employee
follows orders. This method is partly exemplified in #arine CorpsProficiency and
Conductsystem

The 366degree method.The 360-degree appraisal is @erformance evaluation
system administered anonymoudby multiple employees of an organization on a
subordinaté performancdEdleson, 2012)A 1997 report by the Office of Personnel
Management (OPMdtates that 36@ppraisalgoste objectivity in rating scores that may
otherwise be stifled by relationship dynamicgperformance evaluatiogelivery (Office
of Personnel Management, 1997he Office of Personnel Managemeii997) also
mentionsthat managers, customers, peerseween other subordinates of a subject up for
performance reviewive the 360-degreeappraisal. It is a very dynamic process and must
be carefullyymplemented for pea&ffectiveness

(2) PerformancdvaluationDesign

Cummings and Worle{2015 describe organizational developmenfiasystem
wide application and transfer of behavioral science knowledge to the planned development,
improvement, and reinforcement of the strategies, structures, and the processes that lead to
organization effectivess® (p. 2). Within organizational developmente process of
performance evaluations desigred to increase organization performance. The
recommended process includes six main stegscting the right people, diagnosing the
current situation, establisly the systerds purposes and objectives, designthe
performance evaluatiosystem, experimeimg with implementation, and evaluag) and

monitoling the systenfCummings& Worley, 2015 p. 451).

Of those recommended stepgrformance evaluatiodesign will act as a best
practice framework for my research. Cummings and Wd@ey5 state that to design a
new system there must be at least an agreed upon purpose of the system and to be effective
it must be timely, accurate, accepted by the peoplelved, understood by rater and
subordinate, focused on critical control points defined by the organization, and should be
economically feasible with relation to collection and feedback within the performance

evaluation system
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F. FACTORS THAT INFLUEN CE A PERFORMANCE EVALUATIO N

A performance evaluation can be different for every organizatierto size, type
of organization, and personnel homogeneity (Henderson, 1984). My research discusses
three factors that influence performance evaluation, their usagénglementation. The

factors are rater training, cultalrinertig and organizational change.

1. Rater Training

Rater training is just as important as the method of appraisal. If the person providing
the appraisal feedback doest understand the feedbattkat heor sheis giving, then the
system is null and ineffectiv@/oehr & Huffcutt, 1994) Unfortunately, this is common in
large bureaucratic organizations such asMlagine Corpsdue to dynamics such as ever
changing training requirements, convelditraining methods, angersonneincompetency

Rater trainingn the Marine Corpss discussed further in Chaptetl d¢if this analysis.

2. Cultural Inertia

Alvesson(2002) reports that lthough there may be a cleant solution for any
organizationfor aneffective performance evaluatiocultural inertiamay effectchanges
or new ideasvithin an organizational cultur®rganizational culture is defined asystem
of common symbols and meanirgsat apply tdihe shared rules governing cognitive and
affectve aspects of membership in an organization, and the means whereby they are shaped
and express@édAlvesson, 2002¢chap 1, para. 3).Carrillo and Gromb (2007)ote that
thereis a phenomenon called cultural inenvéhin organizational cultuse(Carrillo &
Gromb, 2007)They conclude thatuitural inertia is the tendency for an organization to
remain unchanged due to existing cultural for€adtural inertia is commonly associated
with an aging organization that is culturally unifofifne Marine Corps a@n organization

fits both criteria of an aging organization that is well known for its homogenous culture.

3. Organizational Change

Hayes (2002)conclude that if an organization does not have the culture to
implement and enforce change quickly &fiiciently, any solution is just a great idé#e

also mentions fven implementing a strategy, new process, or system in any organization
11



consideration for cultural implications is a necessdyganizations withirthe Marine
Corpsknown forrigid and homayenous cultures may have trouble with implementing
change, even if there is a solution that would improve any process that may need overhaul.
ItGs not to say change is impossible, but there are limitations.

Hayes(2002 claimsthat for effective changehe organization must determine if a
change is necessaand then decid®en how they want to change. Nexie saysthe
organization must outline@hatthey see their organization changing into and not just what
they want to have at the end of some identifiesde period.Hayes continues that
organizationsieed to identify if there will be fast change or slow incremental change, as

each type has implications based on organization type

G. OTHER MARINE CORPS PERFORMANCE EVALUAT ION SYSTEMS

TheMarine Corpsas an entirely different tool for theirfthrough general officer
personnel called thigitness ReportA recent study by lemens et a2012)atthe Center
for Naval Analysis describes tiarine CorpsFitness Reporas a tool created in 1999
used tomeasure the performance of E5 through O8 irMaene Corpdor future use on
boards for promotion, retention, and placenm{@emenset al.,2012).The system itself is
very similar to theProficiency and Conduaystembut measures the personnel in the
Marine Corpsthat are typically in the rater population for tReoficiency and Conduct
system Fitnesgeports are given to a Marimeported on by eeportingsenior and then re
rated by areviewingofficer. In somecasesjn Clemens et als (2012) repd, there is a
third officer sighting to verify fairness of gradinbhe Fitness Repomises multiple forms
of modern performance management tools inolgidnultiple raters, subjective essay
grading, and an additional graphic rating scale to distinguisnnkt performance

between individual Marines.

It is important to notice that this system was implemented to better manage the
performance of théMarine CorpsOfficer Corps and isiewer in terms of its creation
compared to the aginBroficiency andConductsystem The appendix of this analysis

displaysan example od Marine CorpFitness Report
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H. SUMMARY

This chapter discussl background information for th&larine Corpsjunior
enlisted performance evaluation systeitted the Proficiency and ConduckMarking
System.Background information in this section incluthe importance of thdlarine
CorpsProficiency and Condud¥larking Systemthe history of performance evaluation
types of performance evaluatien how performance evaluatienfunction, and hwe
performance evaluatisnnfluence personnel performanéelditionally, | introducel my
research questions and hypotheses. My research questions drnitiedellowing Does
the Marine Corpsieed a new performance evaluation system for its junior enlistest
type of performance evaluation system could be implemented effectively for the Marine
Corps junior enlistedandwhat areas in performance management can the Marine Corps
focus on for fostering future performanta@lsoaddresed additional factorsuch as rater
training anchoworganizational culture effexthe organization and its ability to effectively

useperformance evaluation

13
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Il METHODOLOGY

Cultural change in any organization demsugreagttentionandevaluation. here
aremany avenues of research that address methods of ctranggh evaluationn an
organization. My methodology favaluatingthe Proficiency and Condudystemis a
benchmark study. | chose a benchmark studyhicgereasons. One, isian approach used
by pastesearchers for tidarine Corpswith respect t@imilar topics Two,benchmarking
is a proven practicein industry (Mittelstaedt, 1992)Three, | use benchmarking as a
comparative analysis to adapt elements of a more effeciestrybased performance

developmentsystem to the curremtroficiency and Condusystem

A. BENCHMARK STUDY

Benchmarkings defined agia continuous, systematic process évaluatingthe
products services, and work processes of organizations that@wgmized as representing
best practices for the purpose of organizaiamprovemeni (Spendolinj 1992,p. 2.
Yasin (2002) reports thatehchmarkingoegan with an initiative in the 198@sr large
businessesike Xerox to survive failure in hypecompetitiveindusties (Yasin, 2002)
Yasin emphasizes thagbchmarking continued through th@90sandbridged its way into
common practice in academBy the 1990sbenchmarksvere used by higher education
organizations such ashe National Associatiorof College and University Business
Officers andOregon State University to improveollege funding costs and incredséal
guality within higher educationToday,benchmarkings used to dissect an organization

and identify areas for improvement baseatirer organizations succesg$Atstete, 1995)

Scott (2013 reportsthat abenchmarkstudy is a research technique that helps
organizations identify methods for improving their organization by using various methods
as fibenchmarks or metrics against whichto compare themselvgp. 7). Benchmark
studies exist in multiple variations that serve separate purpdeett.(2013) notes that
benchmarkgypically include comparisaof common organizational practices and best

practices as a method fguiding organizations to higher performance
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B. TYPES OF BENCHMARKING

Benchmark studiesontain as little as five steps or as many as ttimtge steps. At
a minimum, abenchmark study must hawbe following elementsa plan, a similar
organization to usas a metric, data for collection, an analysis, and an implementation
(Bhutta & Huqg 1999).1 use this fivestep standard for a framework in my analysis. The
five-element framework serves as baseline to my methodology to identify a

recommendation for thiglarine Corpgunior-enlisted performance evaluation system

There are more thah2 types ofbenchmarkingstudie® sectorbenchmarking
generic benchmarking bestpractice benchmarking criterion referencébenchmarking
guantitativebenchmarking internal benchmarking competitivebenchmarking industry
benchmarking process benchmarking performance benchmarking and strategic
benchmarkindScott,2013).

Bhutta and Huq(1999) list the six most common benchmarkgrocess
benchmarking drategic benchmarkig, internal benchmarking, competitive
benchmarking, technical benchmarking, and generic benchmgBgfta & Huq, 1999).
| use a combination of process and genbesichmarkingor my analysisbetween the
Marine Corpsand Adobe Systems lagporated| adapt Bhutta and His| (1999)process
benchmarking because it compaadsinistrativgorocesses betwedme Marine Corps and
Adobe Systems Indo improvethe struggling Marine CorpBroficiency andConduct
system Similarly, | alsousetheir generic benamarking processbecause it facilitatea
general comparison to best organizatiomgardless of industry or organizational

environment.

Neverthelesshenchmarkings a research methodologgs criticismsA common
criticism, and limitation to my researcis that it promotes incrementatganizational
change that does noetelcome sustainability.Yet, there is evidence to show that in
organizations with heavy cultural inertia there is value in incremental clashy®g as it
is driven by other periodic radal changes and upper managenmsigpot (Eisenbach
Watson & Pillai, 1999)
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| usebenchmarkingn this study as a method to capitalize on the innovations of the
Adobe software organizatiGn combined performancevaluation and performance
development systems. | examine Adobe through comparative analysis agaMatities
CorpsProficiency and Condudystem | then use that comparative analysis to adapt the
Adobe systems to the Marine Cerproficiency and Condugtrocessfor total system

improvement.

C. SELECTION CRITERIA

Selection of similar organizations for comparison ensures simplicity in adaption of
best practices between organizations. If two organizations are arbitrarily selected, the
likelihood of effective results may be reduced. In this study, there are thretosedeiteria
| use toidentify a similar organization to compare to tiarine CorpsThe firstcriterion
is the successfulness of the organizatiddobe is well known as a successful organization
in personnel managemef@apelli & Tavis 2016) The seond criteria isthe numbelof
personnel working within the organization in relation to their market. The size of Adobe is
directly comparable to th&larine Corpsin that they both on the smaller end of their
market. For examp)¢éhe Marine Corpsemploysaround 184,000, while the army stands at
about483,000 (The Heritage Foundation, 2018).a similar situation, top tech companies
such assooglehave about 154,000 employdésudenback & Martin, 2015)et, Adobe
lies on the smaller end of the spectruraraiundl5,000(Adobe Systems Inc., 2018).

D. ORGANIZATIONAL ARTIF ACTS

Artifacts are the visible elements of an organization that influence its culture
(Tharp, 2009)In this study, artifacts become the data that support my analysifact
data includesa subset of internal documents from thtarine Corps an informational
teleconferenceand an AdobeCheckIn performance evaluation templatEhe internal
Marine Corpsdocuments provide cultural snapshots @adkground information. The
teleconference witpersonnel aMarine CorpsManpower Information Systems Division

provides process and procedural data associated wilahee Corpgprocess.

The Adobe Checkin form provides cultural arifact data from Adobés

performance development systembbenchmarkinggainst thévlarine CorpgProficiency
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and Conducperformance evaluation systeiheartifactis used as metric fotheMarine
CorpsProficiency and Condudystemas a wholeas a proces&nd & rating artifact It

serves as manifestatiorof values and norms through objects or expressetagainst
Adob&s ChecklIn performance evaluation and performance development(Baokus,

2014) A limitation to my data for this study is that the Adobe Systems Incorpdtéteck

In is not supportethy employee statements on the usage of the document. The document
may not have been used to its potential and could have had some other replacement
administrativefunction to fully implement its effectiveness. Even with this limitation, the
final recommendations on my research do not aim to examine Adobe duityseovide

the Marine Corpswith a reasonabladministrative system in the form of an artifaot
follow for their future in performance managemeXit data is qualitative in nature and

aids in my final recommendatis.

E. SUMMARY

This chapter discusdemy methodology of comparative analysis through
benchmarks. It includkthe various types of benchmarksass thdbenchmarkingndustry
and addresskthe purpose of the benchmark for best practices. My purpose for using this
method of comparative analysigsto explore the topic of performance evaluation through
the lens of other successful organizatiansladapt their successes to tharine Corps
current performance evaluation systehims benchmark providéthe mold for useful
performance management technigues of other organizations that are similavitwitiee

Corps including Adobe Systems Inc
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[lI.  ANALY SIS

Advocates of Total Quality Managemerstuch as famed statistician William
Deming arguethat performance evaluatiois useless due to the raderinability to
accurately observe and evaluate a i@tperformance. Yet, over the past decaggearch
has concluded that given rater training and properly managed human resource procedures,
performance evaluatiencan have a profound effect on the future personnel that drive the

performance of the organizatigfeming,1986.

The following analgis compareghe attributes othe Marine Corpé Proficiency
and Conducsystemwith the Adobe performance evaluation system as a benchmark of
successhrough performance evaluation artifadtdiscuss the nature of each company
current system, how thte/o systems are similar, how they are differamid what element
of Adobéas system thatWwould adapt to théMarine Corp8system Graphic depictios of
the Marine CorpsProficiency and Condudbrmat and the Adobé&heckIn format are

shownthroughouthis study.

A. THE PROCESS: THE CURRENT METHOD FOR MARINE CORPS
PERFORMANCE EVALUATI ON

1. The Marine Corps

In Figure 1 | model the total process for tReoficiency and Condusystem The
processstartswith a requirement to execulroficiency and Conducaharks initiated by
the IRAM (United States Marine Corps, 200Based on that requirement, a rater is
influenced to execute the creationRioficiency and Conducharks for a giverperiod
Influences exist in various forms thaay include adirect order from higher command,

rater initiative, or ratee remindetafluencesareverbal or formain nature

Once the rater begins the process of condu&naficiency and Conduceharks, it
may take as long as 10 to 20 minutes to write the markstime digital format shown in
the Appendixof this analysisAfter the marksare generated and the system is submitted
to the chain of commandt may take hours, weeks, or even months to submit a Marine

Proficiency and Conducgharks. In some occasignhe Proficiency and Conducharks
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may never be submitted to higher organizations as a product of humai kerahain of
commandhat theProficiency and Conduceharks passhroughfor a typical Marine E1 to
E4 begins at the IRAM andnds at the finahdministrative archiving oProficiency and
Conductmarks inthe Marine Corpslotal Force SystenMCTFS).

Because a junior Marine may work ia wide variety of administrative
environmentsthe Proficiency and Condudystemchain of command is not alwagise
same For example, laany given unit, a junior Marine may be rated by a first lieutenant or
captain as the first supervisor in his chain of commaddder this administrative
environmentthe rater scores go straight to MCTFS after oneisttpe chain of command.
On the other end of the spectruime first supervisorating in thechain of command may
befrom a sergeantwhich is the standard proce&sw for initiating the system. Under the
standard process, the rating scores may goghrthuee or more vertical nodes in the chain
of command before ever being archived by the commanding officer at the end of process.
Variation may complicate the proces@r simplicity, | use the standaptocess flowin
whichthe sergeant typically initias theProficiency and Condueivaluations for his junior
Marines Figure 1 depicts a common chain of comm#aa for Proficiency and Conduct

ratings
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Figure 1.StandardProcess an€hain ofCommand for the Marine Corpéierarchy
of Proficiency and Condudflarks

Pro and Con Process

MManpower Information
Systemns (IRAM
Responsibility)

Subardinate(First

Erreey MCTFS

Second Supervisor
[NCO/SNCO/QIC)

*MARADMIN 394/16

Company Staff (First
Sergeant{Company
commander

SENIOR COMMAND
STAFF (SENIOR
*ANYONE WITH ENLISTED ADVISOR/
PERMISSIONS TO VIEW UNIT COMMANDING
PROFICIENCY AND QFFICER)
CONDUCT MARKS (i.e.
Company XO)

Adaptedfrom personal communication with Scott Bullard of the United States Marine
Corp$MI division on August 4, 2017.

The typical sequence after the initial requirement for a Marine tdPrafieciency
and Conductnarksbegins wherthe rate receivesmarks from his first line supervisor.
Next, the followon supervisartypically the first officer or stafhoncommissioned officer
may review the marks if he feels necessary. From there, the compangstaffas the
company senior enlisted advisor aodmmanding officermay review the marks for
approval and submission to the next level of the chain of command. Finally, the company
staff forwards theéProficiency and Conduaecommendations to the battalion command
staff. The battalion command staff indes the battalion commander and the battalion
sergeantmajor. Once the battalion commander feels Breficiency and Conducaharks
are correct, they are submitted to MCTFS for final administrative archival.

Submission oProficiency and Conduceharks can pass through as many raters as
the battalion deems necessary to obtain the accurate markings of the Marine. That may
mean one creation of marks by tReficiency and Conductter and one submission by
the battalion staffAlternatively, that may include four or more layers of grading
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recommendations for the staff of within the battalion before the battalion commanding

officer receives th@roficiency and Condusicores for individual Marines.

2. Adobe

Adobe usesiCheckind as a new performancdevelopmenttool. Checkins
consiss of a17-pagedocumenthatincludes rater and ratee information on perfance
developmentn the AdobeperformancalevelopmenenvironmentAdobe Systems Inc.,
2015) A front-page snapshot of the Chelckis shownin Figure2.

Figure 2 A Snapshot of the Aobe Checkn.
Source: Adob&ystems Inc(2015).

Adobe's Check-in Toolkit

= NI 4

We've developed a number of guides and worksheets to help make Check-in successful. They align to the
three phases of Check-in - Expectations, Feedback, and Development. The following documents are enclosed
in this toolkit

Expectations
Expectations discussion guide for employees
Expectations discussion guide for managers

Expectations worksheet

Feedback
Feedback discussion guide for employees

Feedback discussion guide for managers

Development
Development discussion guide for employees
Development discussion guide for managers

Individual development plan

Outside ofthe Adobe Checklin artifact, it is unclear how the entire system that
surrounds the Adob&heckIn process exists. For the nature of this analysisCtrexkIn

document form of performance developmsetves as one part olargerprocess that is
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outside the scope of this resear¢he Checkin may aid in the overall promotion and
development of future performance of the rater and ratee as well as influescedbss

of the total Adobe organizatiaegardingts customer base

3. Similarities

| examine similaritiesbetweenthe Adobe andMarine Corps performance
evaluation artifac® the Checkin and Proficiency and Conductmarking format,
respectively The similarities | discover lie within the rating formats themselves. First, the
Marine CorpsProficiency and Conducaharking format is a piece of the overall process
that has a grade and feedback sectibns enabling the rater and ratee to conduct a
feedback communication connection at some point in the performance evguatess.
In the Adobe rating format, there is also a feedback section on all of its rating format pages
which enables a feedback scenario at some point in pleeformance evahtion process.
It is important to note that each feedback process scenario is similar but not exactly the
same and will only function properly if the rater and ratee team actuallit uBeth Adobe
and theMarine Corpsdo not dictate on their rating foahthe necessity to give feedback
in a scenaripalthough, theorganizationmay dictate the necessity of feedback in the
process For example, many junior Marines in tihdarine Corpsmay not receive a
feedback session from their rater due to time conssranratercompetencyn feedback

approaches

Additionally, both theMarine Corpsand Adobe place emphasis on their personnel.
The two processes for each organizatidlhalways have a series of factotsat dfect the
overall system they implemeritigure 3 displays the overall process that each organization
faces when utilizingperformance management systgisicDonald& Sulsky, 2009.
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Figure 3Modeling theProcess. Source: MacDonatid Sulsky (2009).

Rating Format Rater Training
Cultwre | ________ » e — Culture
Psychometric Rater/Ratee Rater Bias Effectiveness of
Rating Quality Reactions to Feedback &
Appraisal System Development

" "\

4. Differences

Process differences between Adobe #reMarine Corpsare based on the rating
formatsin their respective artifact€ach rating format explains one element, of many
elements, in the overall process that each company uses for performance evaletion.
comparing the rating format of tHeroficiency and Conducagainst theCheckIn, the
Checkln uses a larger variation of process information. Adobe ug&page document
and theMarine Corpshas a ongage document. Given that bit of information, the overall

process for th&larine Corpsmpliesthat it is much shorter when conducting a counseling
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and communication session between the rater and ratee team. Additionally, Adobe has a
wider array of background information within thperformance evaluatiaocument than
theMarine Corp<Proficiencyand Conductater document. For example, Adobe discusses

the purposef their document and initiates their check in with the tefieygectations,
feedback, and developmer{rdobeSystems In¢.2015) The Marine Corpdisplays the
feedback and grading elemt of its format an@mits the expectations and development

portion of the process that is explicitly shown in Ad@®@heckIn document.

5. Adaption

Adaption, the primargoal of my benchmark analydisrough analyzingultural
artifactdata is a producbf using what thé/arine Corpss already employig effectively
in performance evaluaticand supplementing it with additional items from Adobe that add
value to the overalperformance evaluatioprocesshat push it towards a performance
development meamnism Based on the already existilgoficiency and Conduaharks
process from beginning to end, there is an emphasis®way feedback, but the process
would benefit from two more added elemetitat Adobepossessésexpectations and
feedback.

Expectations and feedback will move the process from a performance evaluation
process and move it to a performance development prdeeggsn only be accomplished
throughcultural buyin. Expectations sections are important for Marines of both parties in
the rater and ratee relationship to make their roles clear and much more attainable. The
expectations portion of a system is also a mechanism that ssigpedback and
communicationAt times, mssions can be very unclear in th&arine Corps but this a
good opportunity to provide clarity between individuals in an organization that demands
strict adherence to order& more robust feedback section of fherformance evaluation
system would benefit all parties in the rater and ratee relationship becanablés open
communicationjmprovesgoal settingand fosters collaboratioand counselingpetween

superior and subordinate

By adding theeedback system in conjunction with an expectations section, there

is a reduction iroperationakime burdenby weaning out other inefficient procedures for
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counseling like separate counseling jackatditionally, rater and ragxelationships can
expecthigher rates of communicatiomnd foster a more effective work environment.
Specificexamplesof expectation elesnts of theProficiency and Conduaysteminclude

a new expectations dialogue box for the rater and .réieefeedback and enhanced
communicationadding a new feedbackformat that incentivize the rater and ratee to
engage in quality communicatia®important An exampleof thisis afeedbackdialogue
section such as twawvay feedbaclkoxeswithin theProficiency and Conduaharks format
that can only be manipulated by the rater or ratee depending on the sectiosyste¢he

B. THE PURPOSE
1. The Marine Corps

After examination of theProficiency and Condudbrmat, | concludethat the
purpose of theProficiency and Conduatvaluation system is thrgellared. The three
pillars that define the purpose of ti&oficiency and CondudwWarking system is a
promotional system enabling device, a performance snapshot, andwaprieedback

session for junior enlisteldarines.

The Marine CorpsPromotion Manual, Volume 2, Enlisted PromotigihdéCO
P1400.32D Ch 2ysesthe Proficiency and Condueharking evaluation systeas a sub
function of the composite scofgnited States Marine Corps, 201Zhe composite score
supports promotional decisigntherefore,the intended purposes @froficiency and
Conductevaluationsare to facilitate promotiodecisions for enlisted Marine&t the same
time, theProficiency and Condu@ scoring and remarks section of their artifBerves as
a snapshot to capture performance of an individual Marine over a given period that could
range from promotion to a serannual performance reviewhe remarks sectioenables
communication in the performance evaluation systalimeit oneway. Yet, there is no
defined purpose for Marines or stakeholderautwderstandhat until they have read all of
the surrounding manualsnadmnistration tha use the term®roficiency and Conduct
marks.An example of one of the purposes for Breficiency and Condustores is shown
in Figure4, which displays a calculator that describi®s cutting score as amponent of

the compositecre.
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Figure 4 An AvailableCompositeScoreCalculator from the Marine Online
ResourceSystem. SourceJnited States Marine Corfs.d.).

Official Composite
Score:

Computed Composite
Score: 0
( Computed thru 31 Dec 2017 )

Computed as of:
| 4th Qtr (Oct, Nov, Dec)  ~  [2017 ~
(Training Cutoff Date: 20 Aug 2017)

General Military Proficiency Score: o
Rifle Score

@ Qualify BEFORE 1 Oct. 2007
(250 pt scale)

O Table 1/2 Qual (350 pt scale)
PFT Score

CFT Score
Date of Birth: [31 Dec 2017 -“']

Proficiency/Conduct

117

Average Proficiency

el e
o| o
< <

(-]

Average Conduct

AFADBD/PEBD:

|31 Dec 2017 ".Vﬁ;/] Time In Service ( 0 month ): o

Date of Rank:

|31 Dec 2017 ".Vﬁ‘-"/] Time In Grade ( 0 month ): o

Bonus Points: 0

Special Duty Bonus (DI/Recruiter/MSG)

Education Bonus (100 Points Maximum)
MCI/Extension School
MARINENET Courses
College/CLEP/Vocational

Command Recruiting Bonus

17171

Reenlistment Bonus Points Total

The purpose foAdobds performance evaluation and performance development
documents listedon each pagand varies depending on the section of the document that
the user is executing he purposefor each sectioms explicit and implicit based on the
portion of theCheckIn system timeline that is executed. For example, on the first page of
the Checkln, there is a statement that describes how and whatlleekin document is

used for thus clarifying its purpose(Adobe Systems In¢.2015) The purpose includes
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performance evaluation, goal setting, performance developmand increased

communicationDatalimitations leave this open to interpretation.

2. Similarities

The comparisons between the two documents are explicit in their formatting but
are also implicit. Thexplicit similarities in bothdocumentsare related to their design of
the remarks section&ach rating format accounts for some method of remdish
organization uses a different name for that feedback settipficitly, the purpose of the
two documets is tocapture performance in some way and communicate that performance

between at least two people in a rater and ratee team.

3. Differences

The two primary differences in purpose betweenMiagine Corpssystem and the
Adobe systenare based on feedback antatthey are attempting to facilitat€irst, the
Marine Cor@s primary purpose for their document is @oable promotion decisiorts
their junior enlistedAdobe does not address promotion in tiieckIn artifactand this
document does not address whethirfor a specific set of subordinate persorswaih as
junior personnelMoreover, theAdobe document facilitates future development and the
Marine Corpssystem only captures current performance without regard for future
development.

4, Adaption

By adaping the AdobeCheckiIn to the Proficiency and Conducsystem the
Marine Corpscouldcapitalize orAdobe&s method®f clarity through direct languagesed
inside theirCheckIn toolkit. Languagelarity ensursthe rater and ratdeam understand
the real purpose of their systeththe Marine Corpscreates a purpose statement in their
IRAM and places that same language within tH&ioficiency and Conduatocument;t
gives the rating team a better understanding of the greatey oatheir interactionsthis
incremental step allows th®larine Corpsto use thefamiliar existing artifacts and
strengthen their intrinsic value by additg them Additionally, the Proficiency and

Conductsystemcouldcombineelements of other performee development programs into
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the currentProficiency and Condugierformancesvaluationsystem and repurpose their
performance evaluation systeémaid current performance and address future performance

simultaneously.

C. THE DESIGN
1. The Marine Corps

The current Marine Corpsmethod forjunior enlisted performanceevaluation is
titted and commonly referred to as tReoficiency and Conduatvaluation.Its current
performance evaluation measurement system is split into two indivisheviorally
anchoredrating scaled the Proficiency scale anthe Conduct scale. Each scale is
categorized over a list of individual attribut@sainly adjectivesfor consideration before
giving a scoreScoredor bothProficiency and Conducatings must fall between®@ard
5.0, inclusively. Changes to the score octorthe tenth of a point for differentiation
purposegLarger, 201Y. ThecurrentProficiercy gradingscale is depicted iRigure5. The
Conductgradingscale is depicted ifrigure®6.
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Figure 5ProficiencyGradingScale Source:

United States Marine Corps (2000).

MARK JCORRESPONDING STANDARDS OF PROFICIENCY
ADJECTIVE
RATING
0.0 |[Unacceptable |Poes unacceptable work in most duties,
to generally undependable; needs considerable
1.9 assistance and close supervision on even the
simplest assignment.
2.0 JUnsatisfactorboes acceptable work in some of the duties
to |y but cannot be depended upon. Needs assistance
2.9 and close supervision on all but the simplest
assignments.
3.0 IBelow AveragelHandles routine matters acceptably but
to needs close supervision when performing
3.9 duties not of a routine nature.
4.0 Javerage Can be depended upon to discharge regular
to duties thoroughly and competently but
4.4 usually needs assistance in dealing with
problems not of a routine nature.
4.5 |[Excellent Does excellent work in all regular duties,
to but needs assistance in dealing with
4.8 extremely difficult or unusual assignments.
4.9 loutstanding Does superior work in all duties. Even
to extremely difficult or unusual assignments
5.0 can be given with full confidence that they

will be handled in a thoroughly competent
jnanner.
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Figure 6 ConductGradingScale.Source:
United States Marine Corps (2000).

MAEEK JCORRESFPONDING

ADJECTIVE STANDARDS OF CONDUCT
RATING
0.0 JUnacceptable Habitual offender.
to Conviction by general, special, or mors
1.9 than one summary court-martial.
Give a mark of "0" upon declaration of
de ~tion.
or ~=2d to confinement pursuant to
se nnce of court-martial.
Two Or more punitive reductions in grade.
2.0 |Unsatisfactorylo special court-martial.
to Not more than one summary court-martial.
2.9 Not more than two nonjudicial punishments.

Punitive reduction in grade.

3.0 JBelow Average [No court-martial.
to Not more than one nonjudicial punishment

2.9 No favorable impression of the gualities

listed in paragraph 4007.¢€a.

Failure to make satisfactory progress while
assigned to the weight control or military
appearance program.

Conduct such as not to impair appreciably

one's usef

efulness or the efficiency of the
command, but conduct not sufficient to
merit an honorable discharge.

4.0 jAverage No offenses.
to No unfavorable impressions as to attitude,
4.4 interests, cooperation, obse

after- ts of intempserance, courtesy
and consideration, and observance of
regulations.

4.5 JExcellent No offense.

to FPositiwv favorable impressions of the

4.8 qualities listed in paragraph 4007.6a.
Demonstrates reliability, good influence,
sobriety, obedience, and industry.

4.9 Outstanding No offenses.

to Exhibits to an outstanding degresese thes

5.0 qualities listed in paragraph 4007.¢€a
5 i as well as

Demonstrate
by example

persuasion.

Within the proficiencyratings sectiof theIRAM, the following are thattributes
that must be analyzed by rater before giving a rating to a subordinateission
accomplishmentieadershipintellect and wisdomindividual characterphysical fitness,

personal appearanagarofessionaimilitary education,Marine Corpdnstitute coursesand
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2. Adobe

Adoberemoves the need for a computatiogadphic rating scale and implements
a threepartpaperbasedyuidelinesystemcalled aCheckln Toolkit The threepart system
is composed of three main pieces: expectations, feedhadkdevelopment. The pieces
are distributed throughout the entire document and used when necessary. For example, a
feedback document may have elements of expectations and development included in the
same documentigure 7 showsa snapshot of the thrgeart systemwithin the Adobe
Checkiln.

Figure 7 A Snapshot of the Adob€heckIné ThreePart System.
Source: Adob&ystems Inc(2015)

Best practices for Check-in

The purpose of Check-in is to make sure employees' expectations are clear, share feedback, and discuss
development needs to enhance their performance. The flow of Check-in follows three core steps:

1. Expectations: First, agree what is expected of employees for the year in terms of deliverables, behavior
and contributions.

2. Feedback: Next, provide frequent, two-way feedback to see how employees are progressing against
expectations and let managers know if they could be doing something differently to better support the
employee.

3. Development: Then, when employees know how they are performing, they can plan actionable goals
in terms of learning, career and experience.

Visually, theChecklIn toolkit is aset ofseverrecommended guides and worksheets
and araedditionalfront-page introduction dasnentthatareused by a rater and ratee team
during a period of work observation perjafdthe team decides the t&@ is necessary for
their total work relationshipwhich implies this system is voluntary

The introduction document includes the purpose ofteckin Toolkit andwhat
to expect when using the documenhe severworksheets and guideme broken into
multiple subsectionsThe first worksheetsibroken down into two partfer the rater and
ratee teamlt delivers the information necessary for the ratee to understand what they

should know about the expectations element of @eckin. Subsections of this
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document include when th@hecklns should occur and directions on how to use the

Checkln toolkit as a guide.

3. Similarities

Each systemcontains a commentssection for feedback a nechanism for
performance measurement, and layers additional supplemental documentation that
supports the evaluation systeffor theMarine Corpsthey use a dialogue box for raters to
include comments in their feedback sectibhe Marine Corpautilizes their performance
measurementscale and Adobe uses multiple scaling methods that use open

communication to describe performance.

4. Differences

The primary differencén the two systems is that Adobe combines expectations,
feedbackand development into one total prodwehile theMarine Corp$roficiency and
Conductmarks artifact is a singular rating scale feedback sysfaiditionally, Adobe
does not dictate inside their document which form must be used in their packetcki
In documents. Adobe gives potential methods for the rater and ratee to use during their

CheckIn meetings.

5. Adaption

By benchmarkingvalue for theMarine Corpdies inutilizing theeffectiveelements
of Adobés check in system. In this analysis, | use the rating form differences that the
Marine Corps omits, which includesperformance development elements and an

expectations section.
D. OCCURRENCE OF APPRAISAL
1. The Marine Corps
Marine CorpOrderP107012H, thelRAM and ALMAR 3@8)/97 state that
at a minimum,Proficiency and Conducharks are required to be recorded

during the semannual evaluation periods ending 31 January and 31 July.
The minimum observation criteria require tha¥arine perform the same
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duties in excess of 30 days before new marks are recdtdieited States
Marine Corps 2008)

Once each score is computed by the superior it is submitted to a chain of superiors
for concurrence and final submission to the Marine Information Systems division of the
Marine Corpgor permanent record keeping. Simultaneously,Rneiciency and Conduct
score is to be delivered to the subordinate being graded in some fashion via counseling.
Feedback methods may vary across the organization as there is no official standard for
feedback across the organization. Historicallpfieiencyand Conduct scoreseused as
documents for future disposition of an individual Maémeareer such as court martial or

duty assignment.

Raters in theProficiency and Conductystemare comprised of the individual
conducting the rating, typically a juoriMarings direct supervisor, and the chain of follow
on raters that are involved in the submission process dPrihiiciency and Condudb
Headquarter#larine Corpdor final record. There arg6 different occasions in which a
Marine would be giverPrdiciency and Conductmarking scores. The occasions for
reporting are unigue in eadhtuation butare not always for measuring performance.
Sometimes, they are used as a critical incident indicator such as deserter stafi. The
different occasions arested inTable 2
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Table 2.  Proficiency and Condu@ccasions
Source: United States Marine Corps (2000).

Occasion for Reporting Proficiency and Conduct Maimscasion Code (Active Ddtgccasion Code (Reserve D
Transfer TR TR
Assignment to Active Duty (Reserve) TR TR
Assignment to Involuntary Active Duty (Reservil TR
Release from Active Duty TR TR
Release from EAD, AR, etc. (Reserve) TR TR
Completion of Initial Skill Training TR TR
Completion of recruit training TR TR
Temporary Disability Retired List (TDRL) DL DL
Discharge DC DC
Promotion to Corporal or Sergeant PR PR
Reduction RD RD
Declared Deserter (first day of UA period) DD --
Last Day Prior to Declaring Deserter PD --
To TAD D --
TAD Complete TC --
Change of Primary Duty CD CD
Service School Completion sc sC
Semiannual SA --
Annual -- AN
Completion of Annual Training -- AT
Recommended (See MCO PI400.32.) RE RE
ADSW (Active Duty Special Work) -- RT

When a rater initiates marks, he uses the guidebh&CO P1070.12K W CH1,
the Individual Records Administration Manual (IRAMN page<l-34 to paged-43. The
manual gives general guidance on the measures and is up for interpretation when rating.
For example, théRAM states that

Generally, a recruit will receive a conduct mark in thedddrange. As an

example, an average recruit would receive a conehark of 4.2. A recruit

receiving nonjudicial punishment (NJP) will normally be assigned a
conduct mark below 4.QUnited StatesMarineCorps 2012)

The guidance listed in the IRAM uses the term recruit, but it synonymous with a junior

enlisted Marine Additional details on the rating of recruits is outside the scope of this
research.
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2. Adobe

Due to limitations in datd can only speculatas where th€heckln fits into the
total culture andadministrativetimeline within the whole organizatioriThere 8 some
evidencdisted in FigureB on generally how often the system should be executed between
the rater and rate@n page 3 of theChecklIn, there is a guide to employees that sets a
general guideline for an employee to talk about how often each meeting should occur to
conduct &Checkln. It mentions the possibility of weekly, monthly, or quarterly meetings.
Given that information, there isason to believe quarterly is the minimum occurrence for
a CheckIn. On page8 of the Checkln, there is a development worksheet that delivers
instructions on how to set goals for a ratee in the pericabsérvation which implies
future meetings to valate the completion of a go& snapshot of this process iskigure
9. Due to limitations in mydatg thereareno personalaccounts from employees of how

often the document was used by employees to actually foster future performance.

Figure 8 AdobeOccurrence oAppraisalBased on the Chedk Artifact.
Source: Adob&ystems Inc(2015).

When should Check-ins happen?
Managers should set up a regular cadence of Check-ins for all employees that fits the needs of their team,
but the following guidelines are recommended:
Check-ins should be scheduled at least once a quarter and typically, are 60-90 minutes long.
Expectations should be set in a Check-in at the beginning of Q1 to clarify objectives for the
year ahead.
Feedback can be provided throughout the year, not only in Check-ins.
Development-focused Check-ins are driven by the employee and should be scheduled when they
feel appropriate. Typically, development conversations may happen once or twice per year.
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Figure 9.Goal SettingWorksheet on the Adobe Chetrk
Source: Adobe (2015).

Instructions
Identify the specific goals associated with each of your expectations. Describe the goal, success and measureable results, and the associated
due dates or milestones. If you require additional pages, please print or save multiple versions of this document

EXPECTATION:

GOAL 1 DEFINE SUCCESS: DUE DATES:

GOAL 3:

3. Similarities

There are some similarities in the occurrence for appraisal if both of the documents
are executed to their potential. If used to potential, the docushentd be used disted
in the requirements section of their system. ForMiagine Corpsthe requirements are
listed in thelRAM. Adobe defines their occurrence for appraisal inside of the document
using general terms liki@oftend or fiweekly o Outside of those small differences, bdte
Marine Corpsand the Adobe Systems In€heckin do propose some ogrrencé

whether it be weekly or semiannually.

4. Differences

The primary difference that exists between each systexsrrenceof appraisal
lies within the requirement to execute the system. Miaeine Corpsrequires specific
occurrences for apprais&rmally mandated byMarine Corpspolicy (United States
MarineCorps 2000).As a limitation to my researcAdobe has no mandatesible inside
their CheckIn document Administratively, thelRAM for the Marine Corpsmandates
required occurrences for appraisal as the Adobe system does not dictate inside their
document when the system is required to be.uHeere may be pressure within Adobe to
use the document, but nothing is explicitly written within @teeckin to make it appear
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as a requiremenfAn additional difference between the two systamthatthe Adobe

system is not tied to administrative events such as punishmengigsgrizational moves,
or even vertical advancement in the organizaliike the Marine Corps(Adobe Systems

Inc., 2015)

5. Adaption

TheMarine Corpgould benefit from adaptingvo areas from the Adobe Systém
thebi-weekly or monthlyoccurence of appraisal and the dictation of reguoients inside
the Proficiency and ConduatocumentFirst, bi-weekly occurrence of Rroficiency and
Conductwould foster more meetings between the rater and ratee, which could increase
team communication and reduce the likelihood of recency biestheory is that Marine
rating teams need to keep in a moreclirrating relationship that fosters comfort in the
rater and ratee team. It is a dynamic approach designed to keep the ratiagdaged, as
well as allow the ratee and ratee to give and take feedback moreSetemdlin an effort
to Aleard theMarine CorpsProficiency and Condusystem theMarine Corpsould take
the requirements out of tHRAM and place thenwithin the Proficiency and Conduct
document. Populating requirements into Br@ficiency and Condualocumentwould
reduce future errg in appraisal by ensuring the rater does not forget where to find the

appropriate rating occurrence.

E. STAKEHOLDERS
1. The Marine Corps

The Marine Corpshas multiple stakeholders, or constituetisit have a vested
interest in theProficiency and Condudystemfor any reason that any organization of
similar size and mission may havaternal sakeholders includéhe rater, the ratee, the
instructors for training, thdlarine Corpsas an entire organization, the personnel who
manage theProficiency and Corutt data in the masses, the staffs that receive the
Proficiency and Conductnarks, and even the personnel that use the system for
administrative purposes such as derogatory and commendatory maadtiainal
stakeholdes include the personnel thabrk with the users of theroficiency and Conduct

systemin jobs outside of th®larine Corpscongressional panels that mandate performance
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managemenDepartment of Defensmnstituents that are linked in any way to karine

Corps and any civilian that interacts with a Marine that has engaged in the execution of
theProficiency and Condusystem Stakeholders vary, but for the scope of this analysis,
the stakeholders that take precedence are the personnel, or chain of comahanteyaict

directly with the system during a period of observation of a Marine.

2. Adobe

Adobes ChecklIn process has internal and external stakeholders lik&trae
Corps lIts internal stakeholders includee following the chain of command that may
influence the ratee and rater relationship, the creators of the performance development
system, the rater and ratee team, anchtheanresources department that assists in the
process of th€heckIns. Adob&s external stakeholders inclugd¢ernal organizéons that
model their performance development proceks, dther publiclstraded perfamance
development environmegtthe everyday clients that are served by the rateis ratees
that are experiencing th@heckin system on a daio-day bass. For thescope of this
research, the stakeholders that take precedence in this analysis are the rater and ratee team.

3. Similarities

The similarities that exist between tHarine Corpsand the Adobe systems include
therater and the ratee team. The chain of contadso exists in a similar fashion for each
organizatiod with strict regard for each organizat@nspecial bureaucratic nuances.
Stakeholderaregenerally the same for botinganizations bunay carry difference names.

For examplethe Marine Corpsuses general staff, while Adobe may use upper level
executives, which is a rough translation of the same positions between the two

organizations.

4. Differences

Due to cultural differences, the stakeholders hold different relationships and each
organizationmay have more, or less, bureaucratic structure between parties in each

stakeholder relationship. Additionally, tivarine Corpshas more personnel associated
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directly with their system than Adobe might, because there is a chain of command that is

larger han just two people.

5. Adaption

Given that Adobe has a chain of command that tG#ieckin Process flows
through that is only two people, it may be challenging forMlagine Corpso maintain
administrative command and control over their enlisted stéffisinature However, it
would be beneficial to uste currenMMarine CorpsFitness Repornprocess and keep the
three people in the chain of command. By narrowing the direct stakeholder chain of
command that theroficiency and Condugrading system ses through, there may be

room to improvehespeed of the total system from beginning to end.

F. ADDITIONAL FACTORS
1. The Marine Corps

Four additional factors thasffect the Marine CorpsProficiency and Conduct
processand influencemy research includeter training, inflationprganizationatulture
and organizational changgll four processes effect thHeroficiency and Condugtrocess
directly, indirectly, internally, and externally. Rater training affects the quality of reporting.
Inflation reflects the validity of reports across the syst@rganizationalculture and

organizational change effettte execution and acceptanddle system institutionally.

Rater training emphasizes the training that is required to easatter accurately
reportsperformance of a subordinate in a given period. Under the current system for
Proficiency and Conduabarks, training primarily occsrat the first formal training school
the Marine attendsuch as the Primary MOS school for enlisted Marines and The Basic
School for commissioned officers. Additiora-the-job training may occur for raters, but
the training varies from unit to unit and unstandardizedAdobes Checkin injects
elements of rater training into their system through explicit verbiage inside their rating
format. Without the information availability each time, Marine rater and ratee teams are

required to find training elsdvere if time permitsTheappendix of this analysiontains
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an example of atandardraining event foProficiency and Conducharks conducted at
The Basic School in Quantico, Virginjalnited States Marine Corps, )1

Inflation is a natural byprodud of any numeric rating system and exists regardless
of any constraints a system uses to control inflation. Inake of thélarine Corpsystem,
if the majority of reports lie in a single region abovedtganizationally mandateaverage,
there is infation. A 2017 report cdimms that inflation existbutdoes notdversely Hect
theProficiency and Condugirocess for its general purpodeafger 2017) In the adaption
of the Adobe system, there is room to reduce existing inflation with more qualitative

sections, but this may induce heavier mumeric bias for the reporting system.

Organizational glture isthe set of values and beliefs of the bodyefsonnel in
an orgaruation, like theMarine Corpsthat defines the body of people through their system
of artifacts, values, behaviors, and basic assumpttéatsh, 1993)Within those artifacts
such as th@roficiency and Condudbrmat of the performnce evaluation system, there
are underlying assumptions and behaviors thatMbene Corpsis fostering with the
current system. The current systeeflects the Marine Corpsas a structured, time
deprived and fastpaced organization that values perséeneughto grade them for some
purposeln comparison to the Marine Corps systé&dpbéds current systerhasa similar
theme, buitt is reflective ofan organization that values the team and fosters understanding
in a processas shown by thiarge amounof evaluation informatiomcluded intheCheck
In. Although the little elements that deseriln organization conducting the same

performance evaluation every day are syltle differences are noticeable.

Organizational changm this researclappliesto the change ofjoals and values
within an organization from the individual level to the total organization level.
Organizational change 1ot modeled in this Adobe tMarine Corpsbenchmark but is
important to consider whamplementing new performanevaluation approaches to large
organizationsReseate shows that 70% of the time that institutional change effort will fail
due to conflicts between the values of the organizational personnel and the actual mechanism
that change is instituted such agpadfic leadership stylBurnes& Jackson201]). Thus

change in a toplown organization like thdlarine Corpsin a program such as a new
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performance evaluation system combined with a performance development sysyaake

a specific type of leadership to implement the processceindter buyin.

Fortunately, theMarine Corpsalready has some experience with a performance
development systenthe Marine Corpsaccounts for taprocess of developmetitrough
MCO 15@.6, Marine Leader DevelopmenYet, leadership development concepts inside
MCO 1500.6 force personnel to filter througharge bureaucracy of resources tinaty
not be known by a rater and ratee tedangain all the tools necessary for rate and ratee
dewelopment Fortunately,the Fitness Reporis a strong baseline in which tiMarine
Corpscan already use to benefit its junior enlisted performance evaluation system. By
adapting the graphic rating scales, feedback sections, and basic administrativésed¢men
the Fitness Reportthe Marine Corpscapitalizes on its own successful system and can
benefit from additional adaption from Adabendustry modelAn adaptedexample titled
Leadership Markss listed inFigurel10. Figure10combines Adob& feedback mechanism
using a goals section adapted from the AdGheckIn Toolkit and supplements it with

the graphic rating scale of the curréfarine CorpsFitness Report
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Figure 10.  LeadershigMarks.Adapted from Adob&ystems Inc(2015) Larger
(2017), and United States Marine Corps (n.d.).

The Purpose of this document is to define a performance score for Marines of rank's Private through Corporal. The att

listed below are meant to define "The Whole Marine Concept." These scores are initiated by a rater/ratee team and

archived in the The Marine Corps Total Force System upon completion. Any descrepencies, or questions, should be
to Manpower Information Systems (MI).

[ Expectation(s): Expectations from the rater to the subordinate |
1
2)
3)

Additional Expectations:

Expectation 1:
Expectation 2:
Expectation 3:
Additional Expectation:

MISSION ACCOMPLISHMENT
LEADERSHIP
INDIVIDUAL CHARACTER
PHYSICAL FITNESS
PERSONAL APPEARANCE
TECHNICAL SKILLS
INTELLECT AND WISDOM
ATTITUDE
COURTESY

Available Scores (0.0-5.0) 0.0t0 5.0
Average Score without NJP: Redefined in IRAM
Average Score with NJP: Redefined in IRAM

Grade to be assigned to rated Marine

Remarks:

Goal Strategy to be accomplished in the next 30 days
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G. SUMMARY

This analysis uskbenchmarkingto provide comparative analysis between the
cultural artifacts ofAdobe Systems Incorporatedheckin performance development
toolkit and the Marine Cor@@roficiencyand Conducperformance evaluation systekty
scope focus# on adaption of the design, purposad occurrence of appraisal from
Adob&s system to the Marine Corps system. For each focus iteliscused both
institution® particular evaluation developnterplatforms, their similanties, their
differences and any adaption possibilities for the future benefit of the Marine Corps. |
concludel the chapter with a discussion on stakeholders in the process as well as the
dynamic cultural challengesvolved with instituting change in a transformédarine
Corpsperformance developmesnystem.Table3 summarizes important elements of the

analysis.
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Table 3.

AnalysisChapterHighlightsfrom Marine Corps Proficiency and Conduct

System and

t h-ia. Adapted brenbrsted Statesdvilarine
Corps (n.d.) anddobeSystems Inc(2015)

Similarities

Differences

Adaption from Adobe

Existing proceg

Adobe 17- page
documentMarine Corps
1-Page documenfdobe

no explicit mandate on

Adapt the expectation;

The Process| includes . . . feedback, and
their artifact Marine
feedback A development
Corps: initiation starts
with a policy to conduct
rating
Implicitly
communicate Adapt the topic of
that the Adobe performance performance
purpose is to|development toolMarine| development and use
The Purpose . S
examine Corps performance goal setting in the
personnel management tool Proficiency and

through curren
work status

Conductprocess

The Design

Feedback
section,
performance
evaluation
section, and
explicit
platform for
comments
from the rater
to the ratee

Adobe uses 1hageshat
include development
mechanisms that includ
goalsetting exercises ar
includes tweway
communication devices
Marine Corps only uses
one digital platform to
capture two scaled gradi
and a singular onevay
feedback section

Adapt the expectation|
feedback and
development

mechanisms and ada

them into a new formg
that includes goal
setting and tweway
communication
between the rater anc
ratee

Occurrenceof
Appraisal

Each
organization
recommends ¢
specific
occurrence for
appraisal

Adobe at Least once a
guarter and as often as
the rater and ratee tean
feels necessary{exible)
Marine Corpsoccurrence
required by the RAM
(Inflexible)

Adapt a more flexible
time-frame similar to
Adobe to foster regulg
feedback between thgq
rater and ratee team

*Note: The organizational culture within the changing organization dictates
ability to adaptexisting mechanisms from outside sources
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V. CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

A. CONCLUSION

Ronald Reagan once saitbome people spend an entire lifetime wondering if they
made a difference in the world. But, the Marines@bave that probletw(Department of
Defense, 2000 The MarineCorpscommonly attributes itability to make a differences
its tough training regimen strict disciplined culture, anda long history of fighting
Americas wars in every climand placeBut it is impossible to begin to und#and what
makes théJnited States Marine Corpiccessful without considering the performance

management of the personnel that make that organization sodstitmajginior enlisted.

In this analysis] conductqualitative research by compiling literaturen doest
practice benchmarkingand performance managemerb supplementa comparative
analysis betweean Adobe Systems IncorporatedhecklIn toolkit andthe Marine Corps
Proficiency and Condugberformance evaluation systemly results indicate that the
Marine Corpscould benefit from the adoption gierformance evaluatiomethods that
include multiple raters, the 3@fegree method fqrerformance evaluatioa combination
of performance development apérformance evaluatiomas well as a new design atigp
from Adobe Systemdncorporate@ acclaimed performance development progethe
Checkln toolkit. In this analysisl address the need for universal training resménts in
the overallProficiency and Conductystemand recommend the inclusion of traig
standards in th&arine CorpdRAM. My research also indicates that the overall change
in theProficiency and Conduaystemis more complex thansingle dimensional change
in the rater systenit would requirechange to therganizationatulture wihin theMarine

Corpsbased on how it relates to the junior enlisted performance evaluation system.

B. RECOMME NDATIONS

My recommendations follow in the order of most easily implementablkbeo
hardestto implement Each recommendation is based on adaption of methods from the
Adobe Systems Incorporatedheckin performance development system as well as
combining already existing performance management methods fdvidhee Corps
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Proficiency and Conduct performancmanagement systeriihe recommendations are as

follows:

1 Update the IRAM toinclude training requirementsthe purpose of the
Proficiency and Condusystem and other generabunselingnformation
to thelRAM

1 Change théroficiency and Condugdraphic ratng scale to just one score

and retitle it to align with the desirddarine terminology

1 Redesign the currerRroficiency and Condudystemto a digital format

similar to theMarine Corpg-itness Report

1 Completely remove thBroficiency and Condust/stemand replace it with
a performance development system tlesembles Adolis CheckIn or
remove theProficiency and Condueslstemaltogether and use the existing

leadership development program

(2) Update the IRAM

Marine Corprder P1070.12Hhe IRAM, includes basic information on pros and
cons for juniorMarine enlisted and even has the occasions and detailed information on
how to use the grading system for both proficiency marks and conduct marks. Yet, the
document would benefit by increasing themeounication to the rater and ratee team
through the addition of theurposeof the document as well as background information on
how to counsel, what to expect in a counseling, and communication methods for the chain

of command executing the system.

(2) Redegyn theProficiency andConductScale toOne GraphicRating Scale

Research in 2017 on the effectiveness of Pheficiency and Conductystem
concluded that many attributes that are used to define proficiency or conduct are correlated
In other words,Marine raters cannot distinguish them from each other, which may
negatively affect the rating§heMarine Corpsvould benefit from removing the correlated

terms and keeping the distinguishable terms in a single digital graphic rating scale. Benefits
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